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This paper summarizes the best practice recommendations for

computation analysis from literature and defines a set of levels of

provenance and resource sharing. &nbsp;Also, the authors define "CWLProv’
that is based on the defined levels of recommendations to provide
interoperability between different workflow platforms. &nbsp;The evaluation
results show that it enables several levels of interoperability

between several workflow platforms and operating systems.

Their proposed set of levels of provenance and summary of recommendation will
be helpful for developers of workflow platforms as well as users of

workflow platforms because now we can discuss how higher level of

provenance our platform (or our workflow) support.

This paper is well structured and well written but there is a point to

be addressed in the evaluation. &nbsp;Table 5 says that the enactment of
Alignment Workflow with “cwltool” with enabling provenance capture on

MacOS could not be tested due to insufficient hardware resources. Does

it mean that the step (1) in "Evaluation Activity" for Alignment

Workflow could not be executed? &nbsp;If so, please clarify it.

Here are minor things to be addressed:

- Sometimes "CWLProv" and its following word are accidentally concatenated.
&nbsp;- e.g, p2. line 13 or 14 "CWLProvoutcome", p2. line 32 "CWLProv0.6.0"

- Figure 1 uses the spelling “artifacts” in level 1 but this paper mainly uses

&nbsp; artefacts’. It is better to use a consistent spelling.

- The left side of Figure 2 shows a GATK workflow but the caption says the right side is a workflow.
- Table 5 says that the enactment of Somatic Variant Calling

&nbsp;Workflow with “toil-cwl-runner’ due to a known bug. &nbsp;However, the link in the table
&nbsp;is for a issue of “cwltool’, not “toil-cwl-runner’. | got confused
&nbsp;because the enactment of the same workflow with “cwltool” works.
&nbsp;lf the linked issue is occurred in “toil-cwl-runner’ for the

&nbsp;variant calling workflow, | recommend to make a link to the issue of
&nbsp; toil-cwl-nurner’ instead of “cwltool'. It is less confusing.
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